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Presentment of Adultery in Manorial Courts
－Customs and Laws of Marriage in the Medieval English Villages－
Tetsumi KATO*
I.  Introduction
 In Japan, Article 183 of the Criminal Code which was abrogated in 1947 had punished a 
wife and a man she was having an affair with, if her husband had accused them.  The reason 
for the abolition of the article was that it was just unconstitutional (Articles 14 (equality under 
the law) and 24 (equality of the sexes) of the Constitution).  We had such kind of the crime of 
adultery in former times.
 In this article, I investigate how the jurors of manorial courts presented and punished the 
adulterers by the customary laws in the medieval English society.  Every adulterer was pun-
ished in that society.  Adultery between unmarried persons which was called as fornication was 
also presented and punished.  
 We know from the court rolls of manors that illicit intercourses were sometimes exposed 
in the medieval villages.  That illicit act was expressed as fornication (fornicatio) or adultery 
(adulterium) in the customary laws, and was regulated by the lords.  Adulterers were presented 
by the jurors in accordance with the customary laws, and punished if they were judged guilty. 
The punishment included the tenement confiscation and fine (amercement).  Birth out of wed-
lock occurring as a result of adultery was also presented and punished in the manorial courts.  
 The origin of adultery as a crime is a violation against the canon law.  Adultery originally 
concerns itself in Christian mentality.  
 In this article, I consider the meaning of adultery from a Christian viewpoint in the first 
place, and secondly investigate how the manorial courts judged adulteries examining historical 
materials.  
II.  Presentment of Adultery in Ecclesiastical Courts
 Churches in England already interfered in all of matters on marriage in the seventh cen-
tury.  Struggle of church against sin of carnal desire made church have a keen interest in mar-
riage.  Church clarified the prohibited degrees and worked hard for people not to commit in-
cest by entering into a consanguineous marriage.  This is the first matter for missionaries to get 
some Pope’s advice.  The Pope told them not to enforce strict control to new converts.  Saint 
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Theodore of Canterbury (c. 602-690) made many regulations on marriage and divorce.  The 
offenders were usually punished by penance (penam).  That eminently Christian king Canute, 
Danish king of England 1017-35, legislated about marriage on the basis of the ethos peculiar 
to Christianity.  An adulterous wife, unless her offence be public, was to be handed over to the 
bishop for judgment.  The adulterous husband was to be denied every Christian right until he 
satisfied the bishop1.  The bishop was becoming the judge of these sinners2.
 The jurisdiction on marriage had belonged to the ecclesiastical courts until the mid-
twelfth century.  Glanville also told us in his book written at the end of the 1180s that the ec-
clesiastical courts monopolized the jurisdiction on marriage3.  Conjugal laws in England came 
to belong to the canon law since the mid-twelfth century.
 Adultery was classified into two types: fornication and adultery.  The former is voluntary 
sexual intercourse between two unmarried persons; the latter is voluntary sexual intercourse 
between a married man or married woman and any person other than his or her wife or hus-
band during the subsistence of such marriage4.  Jurisdiction over these two types of adultery 
belonged to the ecclesiastical courts.
 The purpose of matrimony has traditionally been understood as threefold: fidelity, the 
procreation of children, and union of the parties in the marriage (fides, proles, sacramentum5). 
It is because of this fidelity that the adultery becomes an issue for Christian church.  To keep 
fidelity is justice and to lose one’s fidelity is a sin.  Adultery is to lose one’s fidelity and it was 
a crime in the canon law.  This was based on ideas of Biblical expression6: ‘Thou shalt not 
commit adultery’ (Exodus, 20.14; Deuteronomy, 5.18.) Almost the whole province of sexual 
morality had been annexed to the church.  Fornication, adultery, incest and bigamy were eccle-
siastical offences, and the lay courts including king’s courts had nothing to say about them7.
 The ecclesiastical courts were active in criminal prosecution on fornication and adultery, 
and the punishment of them was originally a penance as spiritual one.  Penance is a religious 
deed: you can get remission of sins from God and church by repenting of your errors and con-
fessing your errors to a priest.  The penance became to a punishment accompanying by corpo-
ral action.  A penitent confessed his errors in front of the public and received lashes as corporal 
 1 Cnut, II. 53, 54 cited by Pollock, F. and Maitland, F. W. (1898/1968), The History of English Law before 
the Time of Edward I, 2nd ed., 2vols. (Cambridge, 1898); reissued with a new introduction and select 
bibliography by S. F. C. Milsom (Cambridge, 1968), vol. 2, p. 367. 
 2 Pollock & Maitland (1898/1968), vol. 2, pp. 366-367.
 3 He mentioned at the Chapter 7, Paragraph 12-15 of his book that the ecclesiastical court had to examine 
whether the concerned child was bastardy or not, and that an archbishop or bishop had to try the case on 
marriage occurred in the district concerned.  Hall, G. D. G. (ed.) (1965), The Treatise on the Laws and 
Customs of the Realm of England commonly called Glanville (London), pp. 85-88.
 4 Jowitt’s Dictionary of English Law, third edition by Daniel Greenberg, 2 vols. (London, 2010): adultery; 
fornication.
 5 The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Churh, edited by F. L. Cross, and third edition edited by E. A. 
Livingstone (Oxford, 1997): matrimony (pp. 1054-1056.)
 6 ‘And the man that committeth adultery with another man’s wife, even he that committeth adultery with 
his neighbour’s wife, the adulterer and the adulteress shalt surely be put to death.’ (Leviticus, 20.10.); ‘Ye 
have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not commit adultery.  But I say unto you, That 
whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her hath committed adultery with her already in his heart.’ 
(Matthew, 5.27-28.) Biblical citations are from The Holy Bible containing the Old and New Testaments, 
Oxford University Press, 1917.  
 7 Pollock and Maitland (1898/1968), vol. 2, p. 543.
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punishment.  In this way the person who committed fornication, adultery, incest or bigamy 
was occasionally punished in the ecclesiastical courts by whipping and other bodily punish-
ments.  Penance as punishment was expressed as penam corporalem (corporal penance) to de-
scribe clearly the character of it (Document 5).  F.W.Maitland gives a concrete instance of this 
punishment as follows: ‘in 1315 a woman guilty of incestuous adultery is to be whipt six times 
round the market-place at Durham and six times round the church at Auckland8.’ 
 In some cases, this punishment was commuted to the fixed money payment which should 
be applied for pious uses.  We notice in the records of the king’s court that adulterers were 
punished with fines in the ecclesiastical courts (Documents 1-59.).  Maitland also tells us that 
these offenses were often paid for with money10.
 In sum, fornication and adultery were crimes in the canon law, and the ecclesiastical 
courts had jurisdictions over them.  Criminal suspects were summoned there, presented and if 
they were found guilty they were punished with corporal penance or a fine.
III.  Presentment of Adultery in Manorial Courts
 Though the jurisdiction over fornication and adultery belonged to the ecclesiastical courts 
as aforesaid, these offenses were also presented and fined (Documents 6, 7-1, 7-2, 8, 10, 14.) 
in the manorial courts.  Sometimes adulterers had their tenement confiscated (Documents 6, 9.). 
 The reason why fornication and adultery were presented in the manorial courts has not 
yet been known11.  A hint to know the reason is that manorial courts originally had a right to 
get fines and confiscate tenements.  Ecclesiastical courts occasionally required fixed money 
instead of the penance as punishment as mentioned above.  Although such money used to 
be applied for pious uses, the manorial courts showed displeasure to the ecclesiastical courts 
which punished the adulterers with a fine.  Because personal properties of villeins belonged 
to the manorial lords according to the common law12.  It is not impossible to presume that the 
manorial courts presented adultery and fined because they reacted to the fines-collecting by 
the ecclesiastical courts.  And there is a strong possibility that the manorial courts were inter-
ested in the presentment of adultery from the beginning because of the intention of maintain-
ing sexual morality in the village communities and of collecting fines.  Sexual morality would 
have its origin in Christianity.  In such circumstances, the manorial courts had to avoid the vio-
lation of jurisdiction from the ecclesiastical side.  For example, we can suppose that someone 
was presented in an ecclesiastical court at first, and then she was presented in a manorial court 
(Document 8).  Manorial courts had a means not to violate the ecclesiastical jurisdiction over 
adultery.  
 We can realize from the Document 8 that a vill (the jurors of the vill) was fined because 
 8 Regist. Palat. Dunelm. ii. 695 cited by Pollock & Maitland (1898/1968), vol. 2, p. 544.
 9 These documents are from king’s courts and the adulterers there were all free holders. Concerning a 
penance see Jowitt’s Dictionary of English Law: penance.
10 Pollock & Maitland (1898/1968), vol. 2, p. 544.
11 Select Cases in Manorial Courts 1250-1550: Property and Family Law, edited by L. R. Poos and L. 
Bonfield (Publication of Selden Society, vol. 114, London, 1998), Introduction, p. 181.  In this article ‘114 
Selden Society’ is an abbreviation of ‘Publication of Selden Society, vol. 114’.  The same way as this will 
be adopted in the other issues of Selden Society Publications.
12 114 Selden Society, Introduction, p. 181.
4　　MEIJI LAW JOURNAL / 21
it concealed two women who were presented of adultery in an ecclesiastical court.  If the ju-
rors had been able to accuse them in the manorial court on the basis of the presentment in the 
ecclesiastical court, the jurisdiction of the lord would have been exercised.  What it all means 
is that presentment of adultery and imposition of fines in a manorial court were in principle 
done on condition of the presentment in an ecclesiastical court13.  G.C.Homans suggests that 
female villeins presented for fornication in the manorial courts were charged with it before the 
ecclesiastical courts14.  He cited a case from the Ely custumal of 1277 as follows:
 ‘Also if this man’s daughter fornicated with anyone and is cited [to an ecclesiastical court] 
for it, then he will give 32d.  for leyrwite [= adultery fine].  And if the man with whom she for-
nicated afterward married her, then he will be quit of the gersum15 [= fine or amercement].’
 We learn from the court rolls of manors that many women were presented for adultery. 
Firstly they were cited to an ecclesiastical court, presented and punished if they were found 
guilty.  After that they were cited and presented in a manorial court.  When a woman was pre-
sented in a manorial court first, this case had to be referred to an ecclesiastical court to investi-
gate whether she committed adultery or not.  And then, the manorial court tried the case on the 
basis of the judgment by the ecclesiastical court.  For example, a female villein who was pre-
sented for adultery in a manorial court was usually ordered to appear to an ecclesiastical court 
for that offense, presented and tried16.  Adulterers were presented by the jurors in the manorial 
courts (Documents 8, 9, 11, 12.).  In one manor, because it was not clear with whom a female 
villein had illicit intercourse, the jurors were ordered to investigate the case at the next court 
again (Document 15).  When the jurors could not clarify the custom of the birth out of wed-
lock, the issue was referred to a lord’s council (Document 12.).
 Leyrwite (lairwite, legerwite, learwite or leyrewite) (which is a Saxon word) that ap-
peared in the Documents 6, 7-1, 7-2, 8, 13 originally meant an adultery fine on the fornicators 
or adulterers, and sometimes meant just adultery17 (Document 7-1).
 Subsection 1 of Section 23 of the Laws of Henry I (Leges Henrici Primi) which were 
compiled probably about the year 1118 and were an attempt to compile a general statement of 
the principles of English Law, tells us as follows:
 ‘If anyone commits the offence of blodwite, fihtwite, legerwite, or anything of that nature, 
and he escapes from the scene without being obliged to provide security for future appearance 
in court or without a charge being laid there, the jurisdiction at law belongs to his own lord18.’
 Here adultery is treated as same as a crime against peace like bloodshed or fighting, and 
the jurisdiction over it belongs to the lord of the criminal suspect on a certain condition.  In 
this connection we find a following explanation of fihtwite or fightwite in Jowitt’s Dictionary 
of English Law:
 ‘In Anglo-Saxon times this [fightwite] meant a fine for fighting to the disturbance of the 
peace19.’ 
13 See 114 Selden Society, Introduction, p. 182.
14 Homans, G. C. (1941/1975), English Villagers of the Thirteenth Century (Cambridge, Mass., 1941; repr. 
New York, 1975), p. 169.
15 Brit. Mus., Cottom MS. Claudius C. XI, f. 117v cited by Homans (1941/1975), p. 438.
16 114 Selden Society, Introduction, p. 181; Homans (1941/1975), p. 169.
17 Oxford English Dictionary, second edition on CD-ROM version 3.1 (Oxford, 2004): lairwite.
18 Dower, L. J. (ed.) (1972), Leges Henrici Primi (Oxford), pp. 126-127.
19 Jowitt’s Dictionary of English Law: fightwite.
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 Thus presentment of adultery and collecting of adultery fines in the thirteenth and four-
teenth century manorial courts had been manorial customs.  On the one hand, we find in our 
documents that almost all of adultery fines were paid by the female villeins who committed 
adultery, on the other hand her father or the man in question was bound on many manors to 
pay the lord a fine20.  
 The amount of fines was high: 6s.21(Document 7-2.); 2s.  6d.  (Document 14.22).
 The confiscation of the tenement was occasionally conducted over the adulterers in ad-
dition to fines-collecting (Document 6).  And a female villein being found guilty was ordered 
to pay a fine for permission (finis) to hold her tenement as in the past (Documents 10, 11).  If 
the woman did not pay the fine, her tenement was confiscated by her lord.  A customary law of 
the manor in 1290 shows that when adultery of a widow was revealed, her tenement would be 
confiscated by her lord (Document 6.).  When jurors told in 1334 that imposing a fine was not 
the customary law of the manor in the case of the birth out of wedlock, the issue was referred 
to the lord’ council (Document 12.).  Namely, it is possible to say that a fine was not the first 
choice of the punishment of adultery or the birth out of wedlock in the customary laws.  If a 
criminal suspect holds a tenement, the confiscation of the tenement could be the first choice of 
the punishment.
 We find a childwite in addition to leyrwite (adultery fine) in Document 9, namely a fine or 
composition payable to the lord of a woman who had been seduced and got with child23.  One 
can also read the meaning of childwite in the Documents 12 and 13.  Childwite was spelled as 
cildwit in Old English which was used before 1150.
 Maud, Olive (Document 9), Alice (Document 12) and Agnes (Document 13) were ordered 
to pay fines on a charge of birth outside marriage.  Maud and Olive were ordered to pay 32d., 
Agnes 2s.8d.  (i.e.  32d.).  Olive’s lands and tenements were confiscated in addition to her 32d. 
(Document 9).  Margery, free woman who held customary land, was confiscated of her land by 
her lord.  Although she was a free woman, she was treated as same as a female villein because 
her tenement was not free but customary.
 The sum of leyrwite or childwite was not really inexpensive.  Tenement confiscation was 
not a light penalty.  Thus we understand that adultery and the birth out of wedlock were not 
misdemeanors but relatively grave crimes.  L. R. Poos and L. Bonfield describes on leyrwite as 
follows:
 ‘It is possible that by the fourteenth century, whatever the theoretical justification for the 
penalty may have been, leyrwite (like merchet) may have simply been regarded as an incident 
of villeinage and a seigneurial tax24.’
 Payment of leyrwite was indeed a proof of being villein.  Leyrwite would have been prob-
ably a valuable income like tax for a lord.  But leyrwite was, I guess, just a punishment for 
villeins, because their tenements could have been confiscated by a lord and he might have ex-
torted money from them.
 In fact childwite was collected by a lord, and it was a custom of highly seigneurial char-
20 Homans (1941/1975), p. 169.
21 6s. might be a sum of adultery fine and merchet.   
22 Misericordia in the Document 14 actually means adultery fine.
23 Jowitt’s Dictionary of English Law: childwite; Oxford English Dictionary: childwite.  
24 114 Selden Society, Introduction, p. 183.
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acter.  But the custom appeared in order that a dispute about an inheritance of tenement might 
not happen.  Village communities needed such a custom to avoid disputes.  For example, while 
someone was going through a procedure of inheritance of male villein, one woman suddenly 
appeared and she told herself had been his wife, and claimed her child’s right of inheritance. 
Marriage was and still is closely connected with property transfer.  We find cases concerning 
bigamy in the court rolls of manors.  An outline of one case25 is as follows:
 After Alexander Webb who held of the lord one cottage with the appurtenances died, Si-
mon Russell came and sought the said cottage with the appurtenances.  He said that he was the 
brother and next heir of the aforesaid Alexander for the aforesaid cottage as his inheritance. 
And thereupon Mabel Loveless came, who said that she had been wife of the aforesaid Alex-
ander and that they had sons and daughters lawfully begotten between them, whereby the same 
Simon ought to be barred from his aforesaid action.  Whereat the aforesaid Simon came and 
said that for the entire time when the aforesaid Alexander and Mabel were together, the Same 
Alexander had a wife named Agnes, espoused to him beforehand, and that the same Mabel was 
never joined to the same Alexander in lawful marriage.  And he prayed that this be verified. 
Simon proved his claim by the sixth hand, namely by the wager of law.
 The birth out of wedlock had to be prevented to keep off such a case.  There was a real 
danger that fornication and adultery disturbed the sexual moral in the villages.  The birth out 
of wedlock was the same.  So they were presented in the manorial courts.  That the manorial 
courts had to keep surveillance over fornication, adultery and the birth out of wedlock might 
mean that the villages had been originally tolerant to the sexual relations of the villagers.
 Fornication was sometimes led to a marriage.  In a case in Document 7-1, Cicely com-
mitted fornication with Henry and they were found guilty and amerced.  Thereafter Cicely and 
Henry arranged their marriage with hearty help from Cicely’s mother and Henry’s father in the 
manorial court.  And in the next court day Cicely paid leyrwite and merchet (Document 7-2.). 
Merchet (mercatus) was a fine or composition paid by inferior tenants to the lord for liberty 
to dispose of their daughters in marriage26.  We learn that occasionally a bride27 herself or a 
bridegroom28 himself paid it.  A widow also was ordered to pay merchet when she wanted to 
remarry29.
 The manorial court, the ecclesiastical court or the couple’s relatives and friends might 
have recommended the couple to get married, and so fornication was possible to develop into 
a marriage.  We can suppose such situation from the description of the aforesaid case from 
the Ely custumal of 1277.  If the fornication was committed by a couple because they were in 
love, marriage would be the outcome.  As they could not marry without landholding and eco-
nomic independence, their parents’ help was required for an inexperienced couple (Document 
7-1).
 In this way there were important legal and social phenomena around fornications and 
25 114 Selden Society, case 160 a, b (p. 126.)
26 Jowitt’s Dictionary of English Law: merchet.  As for the original meaning of merchet, see Vinogradoff, P. 
(1911), The Growth of the Manor, 2nd edition (London), p. 347.
27 114 Selden Society, cases 151 (p. 122) (2s.), 159 (p. 125) (20s.), 165 (p. 129) (6s. 8d.).
28 114 Selden Society, case 151 (p. 122) (2d.).
29 ‘Alice who was the wife of John son of Emma came and prayed licence to marry.  And she has it etc.  And 
she gives the lord 10s.  for merchet.’ 114 Selden Society, case 146 (p. 120.) 
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adulteries in the manorial courts.  
IV.  Conclusion
 We focused on the fornications and adulteries happened in the medieval English villages, 
and examined the presentment of them in the manorial courts.
 In England, adultery was originally regarded as a crime in church from the viewpoint of 
Christian values and was presented in the ecclesiastical courts, and the criminal suspect was 
punished when she or he was found guilty.  Adultery was presented and punished on the basis 
of both of the seigneurial and communal interest in the manorial courts.  Concerning punish-
ments, originally adulteres were punished with penance as a spiritual penalty, then with cor-
poral penance and finally with a fine which was applied for pious uses in the ecclesiastical 
courts.  In the manorial courts, adulterers’ tenements were confiscated and fines were imposed.
 Adultery was judged by the canon law in the ecclesiastical courts, and thereafter judged 
by the customary law of the manor in the manorial courts.  Concerning the proceedings of 
adultery, as the ecclesiastical courts originally had the jurisdiction over adultery, presentment 
in the ecclesiastical courts logically preceded.  Presentment in the manorial courts followed the 
judgement in the ecclesiastical courts.  Therefore, if an adulterer was presented in a manorial 
court first, the investigation of the matter was put into an ecclesiastical court.  The case was 
referred from the manorial court to the ecclesiastical court.
 Adultery was regarded as a crime in the opinion from the viewpoint of the canon law, and 
the opinion would have had come from the casuistry which was emphasized in the medieval 
Scholasticism.  On the other hand, in the manorial courts, the adultery was presented with deep 
interest of the lord and with the legal demand of the village community.  The legal demand 
means the intention of the maintenance of the sexual order in the community.  Villagers had 
to keep watch on the birth out of wedlock, because the female villeins who gave birth outside 
marriage were liable to take part in a dispute about an inheritance.  Such a matter of concern 
brought a legal demand to regulate birth out of wedlock in the village community.
 Adultery was classified into two groups in the canon law: fornication and adultery.  Con-
cerning the former, it was possible to be led to a marriage.  We find in the court rolls of manors 
that the families of a couple who committed fornication supported the couple’s marriage.  For-
nication was not just concluded as a crime, but it was regarded as a way to a marriage.  It was, 
so to speak, a strategy of village communities.
Documentary Appendix30
[Document 1] William de Pangeford v.  Subdean of Norwich, The Norfolk Eyre of 1286 (126 
Selden Society, case 3.4 〈p.73.〉31).
 The jury on which William de Pangeford, plaintiff, and John de Berstrete, subdean, put 
themselves found that Johan caused William to be summoned before him to his chapter, after 
he had married his wife, because he was reputed to have slept with her before he had married 
30 The cases of Documents 1-5 are from king’s courts, and those of Documents 6-15 from manorial courts.
31 Select Ecclesiastical Cases from the King’s Courts 1272-1307, edited by David Millon (Publication of the 
Selden Society, vol. 126, London, 2009.)
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her, and harassed him from chapter to chapter until he made a fine with him for half a mark, 
which he took from him unjustly.  Therefore it is adjudged that William recover that half mark 
from John and his damages assessed at 40 shillings.  And let John be taken into custody.
[Document 2] Gilbert Fitz Warin v.  Subdean of Norwich, The Norfolk Eyre of 1286 (126 
Selden Society, case 3.5 〈p.74.〉).
 The jury on which Gilbert fitz Warin, plaintiff, and John de Berstrete, subdean, put them-
selves found that John maliciously accused Gilbert of having committed adultery although he 
was in no way delinquent, and caused him to be summoned from chapter to chapter until he 
made a fine with him for 12 pence, which he took from him unjustly.  Therefore it is adjudged 
that Gilbert recover those 12 pence and his damages assessed at 12 pence.  And let John be 
taken into custody.
[Document 3] Beatrice de Brandenham v.  John de Feryby, The Norfolk Eyre of 1286 (126 
Selden Society, case 3.9 〈pp.75-76.〉).
 The jury on which Beatrice, who was the wife of Richard de Brandenham, plaintiff, and 
master John de Feryby put themselves found that, whereas Richard made a fine while he was 
living with master John for 40 shillings for a trespass of adultery that he had committed, and 
did not satisfy John of that money in his lifetime, after Richard’s death master John caused Be-
atrice to be cited before him, demanding those 40 shillings from her, even though she was not 
the executor of her husband Richard’s testament, and unjustly harassed her in Court Christian 
before himself until she paid that money, to Beatrice’s damage of 20 shillings.  Therefore it is 
adjudged that Beatrice recover the 40 shillings and her damages of 20 shillings from master 
John.  And master John is in mercy.
[Document 4] Rowland Hose v. Gregory de Pontefract, The Norfolk Eyre of 1286 (126 Selden 
Society, case 3.23 〈p.82.〉).
 The jury on which Rowland Hose, plaintiff, and master Gregory de Pontefract put them-
selves found that master Gregory caused Rowland to be cited before him, alleging that he had 
carnal relations with a certain woman, and when Rowland sought to clear himself by com-
purgation Gregory would not accept his compurgation but instead harassed him from day to 
day until he took from him 10 shillings by extortion.  Therefore it is adjudged that Rowland 
recover 10 shillings and his damages assessed at two shillings.  And let Gregory be taken into 
custody.
[Document 5] The King and Adam Payn v.  Simon de la Neylonde and Herman the Summoner, 
Common Pleas, Hilary term 1295 (126 Selden Society, case 1.18c 〈pp.23-24.〉).
 Middlesex.  …… They [the jurors] say instead that, because Adam was convicted of hav-
ing committed a certain act of fornication, Simon wished to bring Adam to corporal penance 
[penam corporalem] only.  And the jurors, asked if master Simon exacted any specific sum of 
money from Adam in order to redeem the corporal penance inflicted upon him, simply say no. 
Therefore it is adjudged that master Simon and Herman are without day.  And Adam is to take 
nothing by his writ but is in mercy for the false claim etc.
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[Document 6] Brightwalton (Berkshire), 5 June 1290 (114 Selden Society, case 106 〈p.97.〉).
 And they present that Ellen the widow of Walter Hayward was convicted of adultery. 
And because the custom of this manor is that if a widow should be detected in adultery, the 
land which she holds should be taken into the lord’s hand and forfeit.
[Document 7-1] Crowland Abbey (Cambridgeshire) estates, 14 December 1290 (114 Selden 
Society, case 141a 〈pp.116-117.〉).
 Cicely the daughter of Reginald Saleman is in mercy for leyrwite.  And Henry the son of 
Robert Cosin comes in open court, and it is agreed between him and Maud Saleman that he 
will have her daughter Cicely in this form, that they should serve the said Maud during her 
life, and the said Maud will give them one acre not sown each year, and the said Henry and 
Cicely will sow that land at their own expense.  And the said Maud will support them in food 
and clothing as long as they wish to serve her well and faithfully.  And Robert, the father of 
the said Henry, will give the said Henry and Cicely 40s.  or goods to the value of 40s.  within 
a year, and the said Henry and Cicely should make and receive their profit therein, both of the 
40s.  and the acre of land which Maud gives them, by pledge.  And afterwards they came to the 
following court and there they were amerced, as appears.  
[Document 7-2] Crowland Abbey (Cambridgeshire) estates, 12 March 1291 (114 Selden Soci-
ety, case 141b 〈p.117.〉).
 6s.
 Cicely the daughter of Reginald Saleman for leyrwite and for licence to marry herself, 
4s.[sic] Pledge, Robert Cosin.
[Document 8] Crowle (Lincolnshire), 21 May 1319 (114 Selden Society, case 169 〈p.130.〉).
 Crowl/leyrwite
 They present that Alice Pacok was violated by Walter Serjaunt [Presentant quod Alicia 
Pacok violata est per Walterum Serjaunt.].  Therefore she gives the lord leyrwite.
 And Agnes the daughter of William  the son of Nalcok was violated by William le Fisher. 
Therefore she gives the lord leyrwite.
 And Alice de Aland was violated by Adam de Picton.  Therefore she gives the lord leyr-
wite.
 Amercement
 The vill of Crowle is in mercy because it concealed Ellen the daughter of Thomas Stert-
ing and Joan Norman, who were violated and were attainted thereof in chapter before the of-
ficial.
[Document 9] Worlingworth (Suffolk), 8 February 1324 (114 Selden Society, case 170 
〈p.131.〉).
 Fixed 32d.
 From Maud Leveld as a fine, because she gave birth outside marriage.  Therefore child-
wite.
 Fixed 32d.
 It was presented by the general inquest, whose names appear in the preceding court, that 
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Olive Coch the younger, who holds customary land, gave birth outside marriage.  Therefore it 
was ordered to take into the lord’s hand all the lands and tenements which the same Olive holds 
in the lord’s villeinage and to answer concerning the profit.  Afterwards she came.  Pledges for 
childwite, William Gerald and Alan Coch.
 It was ordered
 And that Margery Burhard, a free woman who holds customary land, namely one cottage 
[libera que tenet terram custumariam, videlicet unum cotagium], gave birth outside marriage. 
Therefore it was ordered to take the said cottage into the lord’s hand and to answer concerning 
the profit.
[Document 10] Great Waltham and High Easter (Essex), 17 April 1327 (114 Selden Society, 
case 112 〈pp.99-100.〉).
 Fine half a mark
 Margaret la Parker, who by the death of Roger le Parker once her husband held the land 
and tenements of which the aforesaid Roger died seised in her free bench according to the cus-
tom of the manor, and offended by her body, made fine to have the aforesaid land in peace for 
the term of twelve years, the term beginning at the Michaelmas next following, by the pledge 
of Richard le Rede and the beadle, and performing the services owned therein for the aforesaid 
time.
[Document 11] Crowland Abbey (Cambridgeshire) estates, 7 August 1329 (114 Selden Soci-
ety, case 115 〈p.101.〉).
 Fine 40s.
 It was proven by inquest that by the custom of the manor hitherto used, a widow after the 
death of her husband will hold his lands without fine while she should bear herself well and 
chastely.  If however she allows herself to be violated outside marriage by anyone, she will 
pay a fine for her husband’s land in the manner of an outsider.  Whereof the jurors say upon 
their oath that Margaret who was the wife of William Hughessone, widow, was violated by 
John Sygor, and she, being questioned therein in the steward’s presence, conceded this.  And 
she puts herself into the lord’s grace.  Therefore it was decided that all the tenements which 
she thus holds in villeinage should be taken into the lord’s hands until etc.  And she afterwards 
came and made fine for the aforesaid trespass for 40s.  by the pledge of Walter Harger etc.
[Document 12] Burnham Thorpe (Norfolk), 8 June 1334 (114 Selden Society, case 174 
〈p.133.〉).
 Fine/let it be inquired into
 The jurors present that Alice the daughter of William is a neif of the lord and has a child 
outside marriage.  Therefore a fine etc.  But they say that by custom such a custom was never 
levied.  Therefore it is to be deliberated with the lord’s council [consilio domini].
[Document 13] Flixton in South Elmham (Suffolk), 17 April 1344 (114 Selden Society, case 
178 〈p.136.〉).
 Leyrwite 2s.8d.
 From Agnes the daughter of William de Caluwe, because she gave birth outside marriage. 
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Therefore leyrwite.
[Document 14] Witcham Rectory(Cambridgeshire), 15 June 1369 (114 Selden Society, case 
182 〈p.140.〉).
 Amercements 2s.6d.
 And that Margaret the daughter of Walter Prat, neif of the lord, committed leyrwite with a 
certain free man.  
[Document 15] Whittlesford (Cambridgeshire), 22 May 1391 (114 Selden Society, case 184 
〈p.144.〉).
 Next[court]
 And that Alice, lately daughter of Richard le Reve, a neif of the lord, fornicated [fornicata 
est] and gave birth to a certain daughter, but with whom the said Alice fornicated they do not 
know.  Therefore it was ordered that they inquire better at the next [court] etc.
